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REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 48-77. Applicants canceled 
claims 1-47 in a previous communication. For at least the reasons set forth below, 
Applicants respectfully submit that all of pending claims 48-77 are allowable in their 
present form. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the above-referenced 
application in view of the following remarks. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 48 and 58 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as anticipated by Cook, II (U.S. Patent No. 5,687,066). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

Legal Precedent 

Anticipation under Section 102 can be found only if a single reference shows 
exactly what is claimed. Titanium Metals Corp. v. Banner, 227 U.S.P.Q. 773 (Fed. Cir. 
1985). For a prior art reference to anticipate under Section 102, every element of the 
claimed invention must be identically shown in a single reference. In re Bond, 15 
U.S.P.Q. 2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Moreover, the prior art reference also must show the 
identical invention "in as complete detail as contained in the ... claim" to support a 
prima facie case of anticipation. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 9 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1913, 
1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989) (emphasis added). Accordingly, Applicants need only point to a 
single element not found in the cited reference to demonstrate that the cited reference 
fails to anticipate the claimed subject matter. 

Omitted Features of Independent Claims 48 and 58 

Turning now to the present claims, the Cook reference fails to disclose each 
element of independent claims 48 and 58. For instance, independent claims 48 and 58 
each recite a converter having "a support including a passage for circulation of a cooling 
medium and a power electronic switching circuit mounted on the support." Independent 
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claim 58 also recites "at least one plug-in connector coupled to the switching circuit and to 
the housing for . . . extending EMI shielding from the housing to a region at least partially 
surrounding conductors of the at least one connector." Because the Cook reference fails to 
disclose such elements, the cited reference fails to anticipate independent claims 48 and 
58. 

As will be appreciated, the Cook reference is generally directed to a power 
converter for providing DC power to a recreational vehicle. Col. 1, lines 13-16. The 
Cook converter 10 includes a switched power converter circuit 20 mounted on a circuit 
board 22. Col. 4, lines 47-50; FIG. 3. The circuit board 22 is disposed within a housing 
18, which includes certain cooling features for dissipating heat from the converter, such 
as apertures 48 and cooling fins 50, and mounting feet 60 and 62 to facilitate mounting of 
the converter 10 to a recreational vehicle. Col. 4, line 47 - col. 5, line 1 1 ; col. 5, lines 23- 
28; FIGS. 2 and 4. The converter 10 further includes a fan housing 52 and associated fan 
54 that forces cooling air across components of the switched power converter circuit 20 
inside the housing 18. Col. 5, lines 12-15; FIGS. 3 and 5. The air moved by fan 54 exits 
the housing 18 through the apertures 48 provided in the housing. Col. 5, lines 15-16. 
The converter 10 also includes an output block 16 that contains DC outputs 32 and 34 of 
the switched power converter circuit 20. Col. 5, lines 3-5; FIGS. 3 and 4. 

Independent claims 48 and 58 recite "a support including a passage for circulation 
of a cooling medium and a power electronic switching circuit mounted on the support. 55 In 
the Office Action, the Examiner equated an end wall 26 of the housing 18 and mounting 
feet 60 and 62 with the recited support, and suggested that apertures 48 in the end wall 26 
are comparable to the recited cooling passage of the support. See Office Action mailed 
May 22, 2006, page 2. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's 
characterization of the end wall 26 as a "support' 5 stretches the definition of the word 
"support" well beyond its normal usage and cannot be sustained. Rather, Applicants 
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respectfully submit that the end wall 26, as part of the housing 18, is clearly more 
analogous to the "housing" element of the instant claims. 

Nevertheless, even accepting, for the sake of argument, the Examiner's broadened 
construction of the word "support," the Cook reference still fails to disclose the "support 
including ... a power electronic switching circuit mounted on the support" (emphasis 
added) element of the instant claims. In the Office Action, the Examiner identified the 
switched power converter circuit 20 as analogous to the power electronic switching 
circuit in the instant claims. Id Therefore, according to the Examiner's construction of 
the word "support," the switched power converter circuit 20 would have to be mounted 
on the end wall 26 in order to support the Examiner's assertion. However, it is clear from 
the Cook reference that the switched power converter circuit 20 is not, in fact, mounted 
on the end wall 26. Instead, the power converter circuit 20 is mounted to the circuit board 
22 at the base of the housing 1 8. See col. 4, lines 47-50; FIG. 3. For at least this reason, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the end wall 26 cannot be logically equated with the 
recited "support" and, accordingly, that the Cook reference fails to disclose each and 
every element of independent claims 48 and 58. Consequently, the Cook reference fails 
to anticipate independent claims 48 and 58. 

Additionally, with respect to independent claim 58, Applicants respectfully submit 
that the Cook reference fails to teach "at least one plug-in connector coupled to the 
switching circuit and to the housing for . . . extending EMI shielding from the housing to a 
region at least partially surrounding conductors of the at least one connector" (emphasis 
added). In the Office Action, the Examiner equated a cable 14 and DC output block 16 of 
the Cook converter with the recited "at least one plug-in connector." See Office Action 
mailed May 22, 2006, page 2. However, it appears that the Cook reference fails to suggest 
that the DC output block 16 is even capable of providing EMI shielding. In fact, the 
reference appears to be entirely silent with respect to electromagnetic interference proximate 
to the DC output block 16. Still further, the rejection of claim 58 set forth in the Office 
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Action fails to even address this claim recitation. For these reasons, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Cook reference also fails to disclose any structure that can be reasonably 
compared to "at least one plug-in connector coupled to the switching circuit and to the 
housing for . . . extending EMI shielding from the housing to a region at least partially 
surrounding conductors of the at least one connector," as recited in independent claim 58. 
Accordingly, independent claim 58 cannot be anticipated by the Cook reference. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and allowance of claims 48 and 58. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C § 103 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected independent claim 68 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as unpatentable over Cook in view of Verma (U.S. Patent No. 5,872,332). The 
Examiner also rejected claims 49-57, 59-67, and 69-77 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Cook in view of one of Nigorikawa (U.S. Patent No. 4,628,412), 
Sanger et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,016,007), and Verma, alternatively. Applicants 
respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Legal Precedent 

The burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness falls on the 
Examiner. Ex parte Wolters and Kuypers, 214 U.S.P.Q. 735 (PTO Bd. App. 1979). 
Obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention absent some teaching or suggestion supporting the combination. 
ACS Hospital Systems, Inc. v. Montefwre Hospital, 732 F.2d 1572, 1577, 221 U.S.P.Q. 
929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Accordingly, to establish a prima facie case, the Examiner 
must not only show that the combination includes all of the claimed elements, but also a 
convincing line of reason as to why one of ordinary skill in the art would have found the 
claimed invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references. Ex 
parte Clapp, 227 U.S.P.Q. 972 (B. P.A.I. 1985). When prior art references require a 
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selected combination to render obvious a subsequent invention, there must be some 
reason for the combination other than the hindsight gained from the invention itself, i.e., 
something in the prior art as a whole must suggest the desirability, and thus the 
obviousness, of making the combination. Uniroyal Inc. v. Rudkin-Wiley Corp., 837 F.2d 
1044, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1434 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

Omitted Features of Independent Claim 68 

Applicants respectfully note that the Cook reference fails to disclose each element 
of independent claim 68 for at least the same reasons provided above regarding 
independent claims 48 and 58. For instance, independent claim 68 recites a converter 
having "a support including a passage for circulation of a cooling medium and a power 
electronic switching circuit mounted on the support." As noted above, the Cook reference 
fails to disclose such a support, and the Verma reference fails to obviate this deficiency. 
For at least this reason, the cited references fail to disclose each element of the present 
claims and, consequently, fail to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect 
to independent claim 68. 

Further, independent claim 68 also recites at least one plug-in connector and a 
connector plug, "wherein the at least one plug-in connector and the connector plug mate to 
extend EMI shielding from the housing to the connector plug." In the Office Action, the 
Examiner acknowledges that the Cook reference fails to disclose this element. See Office 
Action mailed May 22, 2006, page 7. In an attempt to overcome this deficiency, the 
Examiner relies on the Verma reference, equating the connector shroud 34 of the reference 
with the presently recited connector plug. See col. 2, lines 10-12; FIG. 1. Specifically, the 
Examiner stated "it appears in figure 1 that connector 34 is capable to mate and it is also 
extend EMI shielding from the housing" (errors in original). See Office Action mailed May 
22, 2006, pages 7-8. Applicants, however, respectfully point out that the only discussion of 
EMI shielding in the Verma reference is with respect to an internal metal shield 16 disposed 
within a housing 10 of the Verma device. Conversely, the connector shroud 34 of the 
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Verma reference is formed of a molded polymer, and nothing in the reference teaches, 
suggests, or even hints at any EMI shielding properties of the connector shroud 34. As 
such, Applicants do not believe that the Verma reference supports the Examiner's 
assertion regarding the EMI shielding recitation of the instant claim. Consequently, as 
neither the Cook reference nor the Verma reference teaches this feature, a prima facie 
case of obviousness with respect to claim 68 has not been established. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner either withdraw the present rejection or 
provide some supportable rationale for the rejection in a future, non-final Office Action 
such that Applicants have a fair and reasonable opportunity to respond to the newly 
provided rationale. 

Deficiencies of the Rejections of the Dependent Claims 

Applicants further note that each of claims 49-57, 59-67, and 69-77 depends from 
one of independent claims 48, 58, and 68. As discussed above, the Cook reference fails 
to disclose each element of independent claims 48, 58, and 68. Furthermore, the 
Nigorikawa, Sanger et al., and Verma references fail to obviate the deficiencies of the 
Cook reference with respect to independent claims 48, 58, and 68. As a result, dependent 
claims 49-57, 59-67, and 69-77 are believed allowable on the basis of their dependency 
from respective allowable independent claims, as well as for the subject matter separately 
recited in these dependent claims. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 and allowance of claims 49-57 and 59-77. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the remarks set forth above, Applicants respectfully request 
allowance of the pending claims. If the Examiner believes that a telephonic 
interview will help speed this application toward issuance, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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